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The purpose of this study was to determine if the use of structured self-reflection in 
community dance classes would influence achievement goal orientations, levels of 
intrinsic motivation, or perceived dance performance. The Task and Ego Orientation 
in Sport Questionnaire (TEOSQ) and the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI) were 
modified slightly to reflect involvement in salsa dancing rather than sport and then 
were administered to 139 Latin dance students at the beginning and end of an 11-week 
term. The dance classes were divided into control and intervention groups, balanced 
in terms of sample size and level of instruction. The intervention group completed a 
salsa self-reflection form during or after class for 9 weeks. At the posttest all students 
rated their salsa performance and the intervention group evaluated the self-reflection 
process. Results indicate that although achievement goal orientations were not 
affected, structured self-reflection is perceived to be a positive tool and may be a 
useful technique to enhance perceived performance and maintain effort and perceived 
importance. The participants’ perceptions of the self-reflection process were positive, 
with no negative effects of engaging in the process reported.
In the context of physical activity, intrinsic motivation refers to the inherent 
satisfaction associated with participation in an activity. Interest-enjoyment, per-
ceived competence, effort-importance, and pressure-tension have been identified 
as four underlying components of intrinsic motivation (McAuley, Duncan, & 
Tammen, 1989). Perceiving physical activity as interesting or enjoyable is a moti-
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vating factor associated with adherence (Weiss, 2004). People are also likely to 
put effort into a task in which they feel it is important to do well (Weiss & Amo-
rose, 2008). However, they also need to feel they are capable of doing well. Indi-
viduals want to demonstrate competence, that they are able to conquer challenges 
(Deci, 1975). Perceived competence has been shown to influence intrinsic motiva-
tion (Goudas, Biddle, & Underwood, 1995).
Competence is largely determined by whether achievement goals are real-
ized. Achievement goal theory stipulates that achievement goals guide our beliefs 
and behavior (Roberts, 2001). The two main achievement goal orientations identi-
fied in the sport and physical activity literature are task and ego orientations 
(Nicholls, 1984). A person with a strong task orientation defines success in self-
referenced terms, as improving one’s own performance or mastering new skills. 
Someone with a strong ego orientation defines success normatively, as being 
better than others (Duda & Hall, 2001). The majority of existing research suggests 
that having a strong task orientation is a good thing, whether in regards to motiva-
tionally adaptive responses (Standage & Treasure, 2002), self-referenced sources 
of enjoyment (Yoo & Kim, 2002), adaptive sources of sport confidence (Magyar 
& Feltz, 2003), an adaptive profile of perfectionism (Dunn, Dunn, & Syrotuik, 
2002), students’ satisfaction with learning (Zandvliet & Straker, 2001), or the use 
of cognitive and self-regulatory strategies (Riveiro, Cabanach, & Arias, 2001).
Similar to many studies with athletes, Nieminen, Varstala, and Manninen 
(2001) found that dance students tended to have stronger task than ego orienta-
tions. Even so, with all of the positive behaviors associated with a strong task 
orientation, finding a technique to help individuals strengthen task orientation 
could be beneficial. Any method that encourages dance students to focus on the 
process of what they are doing rather than what others are doing (i.e., comparing 
themselves to others) may be beneficial in helping students attend to relevant cues 
and improve their skills.
Although the research supporting the potential benefits of having a strong 
task orientation is vast (e.g., Ferrer-Caja & Weiss, 2002; Kavussanu & Roberts, 
1996), considerably less research has tested interventions designed to strengthen 
task orientations and intrinsic motivation. In relation to the components of intrin-
sic motivation, in the physical education environment a climate that emphasizes 
individual mastery has resulted in increased interest-enjoyment and perceived 
competence, whereas an emphasis on competition and comparison with others 
has resulted in a decrease in interest-enjoyment and an increase in tension-pres-
sure (Escarti & Gutierrez, 2001). Similarly, in a study of English dance students, 
perceptions of motivational climate predicted achievement goal orientations (Carr 
& Wyon, 2003). Individual dancers (or athletes), however, are rarely in a position 
to affect the motivational climate. We were interested in exploring an intervention 
that might enhance task orientation that is in the control of individual 
participants.
Both teachers and students can become frustrated when either the desired 
level of improvement in student skills is not being achieved or when teachers are 
repeatedly saying the same thing with no apparent change in behavior. While 
teachers may need to provide more accurate, detailed or individual feedback, or 
improve the motivational climate of the class, sometimes the situation is that the 
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students need to engage more directly in the learning process (Macdonald, 
2004).
One possible intervention to engage students more directly in the learning 
process and potentially promote a task orientation is the use of structured self-re-
flection. Self-reflection can motivate learning (McInernery & McInernery, 1998) 
and enable individuals to think beyond the outcome and actively work on the pro-
cess or task (Mallett, 2004). Using self-reflection sheets that cause respondents to 
focus on specific elements of technique or skills, and rate one’s own performance, 
should promote a task focus. Hanrahan (1999) suggested that engaging in self-
reflection may enhance the components of intrinsic motivation. For example, per-
ceived competence could be positively affected, as self-monitoring (e.g., the 
simple recording of scores) has been found to positively influence self-efficacy 
beliefs and the acquisition of dart throwing skills (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 
1996). Similarly, video-based corrective self-analysis has resulted in objective 
and self-reported skill improvement in volleyball (Lounsbery & Sharpe, 1996).
Within the literature there is little consensus about the definitions of self-
monitoring and self-reflection (Behncke, 2004), although there is general agree-
ment that for athletes and performers to improve they need to be aware of their 
own strengths and weaknesses and acknowledge areas that might need improve-
ment (Kirschenbaum, 1997). Previous research in this area in sport has tended to 
focus on either recording the frequency of particular behaviors in training (e.g., 
Hume, Martin, Gonzalez, Cracklen, & Genthon, 1985) or a simple noting of which 
skills one performed well or poorly (e.g., Kirschenbaum, Ordman, Tomarken, & 
Holtzbauer, 1982; Martin & Anshel, 1995), activities that we would classify as 
self-monitoring. From the motor learning literature, however, we know that feed-
back that provides knowledge about the desired correctness of movement and 
clearly defined information about how to correct movement leads to greater moti-
vation and skill acquisition than simple evaluative (i.e., that was good/bad) feed-
back (Schmidt & Wrisberg, 2004). A structured self-reflection process (i.e., a pro-
cess that goes beyond simple self-monitoring) that encourages participants to 
consider specific factors of good and poor performance of particular elements 
may therefore promote a task focus, and enhance intrinsic motivation and perfor-
mance. The purpose of this study was to determine if the use of structured self-
reflection would influence achievement goal orientations, levels of intrinsic moti-
vation, or perceived dance performance.
Method
Participants
Participants were 139 individuals (57 males, 79 females and 3 of unspecified 
gender) enrolled in upper intermediate or advanced community salsa/lambada 
courses at a Brisbane-based Latin dance academy with approximately 900 stu-
dents. Students learned in a group environment with an average class size of 25. 
On average, the participants danced 3.66 (SD = 3.22) times a month, excluding 
classes, and had been taking salsa classes for 2.48 years (SD = 1.25). They ranged 
in age from 19 to 59 (M = 34.93; SD = 11.06). The majority of the participants had 
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full-time employment (72.7%), while 20.1% were employed part-time, and 7.2% 
were unemployed/retired. On average, they had a high level of education. Specifi-
cally, 63.3% of the participants had tertiary education (undergraduate or post-
graduate degree), 15.1% had a certificate or diploma, and 21.6% had completed 
up to 12 years of schooling.
Instrumentation
Demographic Questionnaire. Demographic information was obtained 
through a short questionnaire assessing age, sex, level of education, occupation, 
employment status, and previous instruction in Latin and non-Latin dance 
classes.
Task and Ego Orientation in Sport Questionnaire (TEOSQ). The TEOSQ 
is a 13-item self-report measure of achievement goal orientations that was slightly 
adapted for use with salsa classes (e.g., in the stem the word “sport” was replaced 
with “salsa,” and the item about scoring the most points, goals, or hits was replaced 
with “I achieve the learning outcomes of the class better than anyone else”). 
Although formal learning outcomes were not clearly specified for each class, it 
was always obvious what step, skill, or technique was the focus of the instructor. 
We believed that considering the achievement of learning outcomes was much 
more relevant to the dance students than scoring points, goals, or hits. The TEOSQ 
consists of a 6-item Ego Orientation subscale and 7-item Task Orientation sub-
scale answered on a 5-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
Scores on the subscales are calculated by averaging the scores on the individual 
items of a specific scale. Previous research using the original version of the 
TEOSQ has reported alpha coefficients around .80 to .85 for the Ego Orientation 
subscale and from .62 to .85 for the Task Orientation subscale (Duda, 1989; Han-
rahan & Biddle, 2002). In a study of English dance students, the alpha coefficients 
for the TEOSQ were .80 and .91 for task and ego respectively (Carr & Wyon, 
2003).
Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI). The IMI is a measure of four dimen-
sions of intrinsic motivation (interest-enjoyment, perceived competence, effort-
importance, and pressure-tension) related to participation in sport, which consists 
of 18 items scored on a Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 
agree; McAuley et al., 1989). The only modification was to replace the word 
“sport” with “salsa.” Individual scores on the subscales are calculated by averag-
ing the scores on the individual items of a specific scale.
General Salsa Questionnaire. The participants were asked whether they 
had been attending their salsa classes continuously and, if not, to indicate the 
number of terms (i.e., 11 week blocks) during which they had not attended any 
classes. They also reported whether their partner or a family member(s) were 
involved in Latin dance classes. These items were included so we could test for 
differences between groups, as we felt that previous irregular attendance or the 
participation of significant others could potentially affect students’ interest/enjoy-
ment in the classes. There were also five questions answered on a Likert-type 
scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much): How much do you enjoy danc-
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ing salsa? How much do you feel you have learned about salsa this term? How 
much do you think you have improved in salsa this term? How likely are you to 
continue salsa/lambada classes next term? How confident are you to dance salsa 
socially?
Salsa Self-Reflection Form (SSRF). Participants who had been assigned to 
the intervention group completed a SSRF after each class for approximately 9 
weeks (1 class per week). The form consisted of a description of poor and good 
performance on 18 different skills/techniques related to salsa (See Appendix). The 
content of this self-reflection tool was developed following the recommendations 
provided in Kidman and Hanrahan (2004) and was checked by numerous salsa 
instructors. First we listed the things that the academy wanted their students to 
learn in salsa. We then wrote descriptions of good and poor execution of each ele-
ment. The draft was revised after feedback from the director of the academy, and 
then again after feedback from two very experienced instructors. The participants 
were asked to rate their current performance on each of the skills/techniques in the 
final version of the form on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (poor performance) to 
5 (good performance).
Self-Reflection Evaluation Questionnaire (SREQ). Participants in the 
intervention group completed a SREQ at the end of the study. They reported the 
number of times they completed the SSRF, identified the pros and cons associated 
with its use, and stated whether they were interested in having self-reflection 
forms for other styles of dance. Other questions asked the participants to give sug-
gestions for improving the self-reflection form, evaluate the impact (if any) of the 
self-reflection process on their approach to dancing, and indicate their preferred 
time to complete the self-reflection forms. Four additional questions, answered on 
a 7-point scale, were asked regarding the perceived value and usefulness of self-
reflection forms for the enhancement of performance in salsa (In what way, if any, 
did the self-reflection form influence how you think about dancing salsa? Do you 
feel you became more aware of your strengths and weaknesses in dancing salsa 
through the process of self-reflection? Do you feel that using the self-reflection 
form helped you to improve your salsa? How valuable did you find the process of 
self-reflection?).
Procedure
After the researchers obtained clearance from the university’s ethics commit-
tee, participants were recruited from six upper intermediate and one advanced 
level salsa/lambada classes of the Latin dance academy. Participation was volun-
tary and responses were anonymous. The salsa/lambada classes were divided into 
two groups, balanced as much as possible in terms of class size, sex, and level of 
instruction. It was then randomly determined which group of classes would be 
invited to take part in the intervention. It was not possible to randomly allocate 
individuals to groups because students sign up (and pay) for the class that fits their 
level and timetable. Unfortunately, from a methodological perspective, there were 
never two classes at the same level offered at the same time on the same day of the 
week. The potential impact of different environments being created by different 
teachers was at least partially controlled for by the use of teaching rotations, with 
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no single teacher being assigned to any one class (i.e., all students experienced 
multiple teachers). The Latin dance academy did not assign a single teacher to a 
class so that students would experience a range of teaching styles (although all 
teachers had regular long training sessions with the director on how things were 
to be taught). Not all teachers were able to teach the higher level classes, but all 
classes experienced at least three different instructors for at least two classes each 
during the term. The rotation was not systematic due to varying availability of 
instructors (e.g., due to injury, performances, travel).
Before the start of the intervention, all participants completed a demographic 
questionnaire, the TEOSQ and the IMI. The intervention group was given the task 
to assess their own performance in salsa at each dance class across 9 weeks by 
completing the SSRF. This reflection usually happened at the end of class, but 
occasionally occurred during a short drink break in the middle of the class when 
only lambada (another dance style) was danced for the remainder of the class. 
Instructors were informed in writing that, “It is inappropriate for the teachers to 
guide the students in filling out their forms. They are meant to be self-reflections. 
Don’t help students to decide on what rating they are for any aspect of technique. 
This is really important.” Debriefing with instructors during staff meetings indi-
cated that none of them had any involvement in student completion of forms.
To prevent students in the intervention group showing the SSRF to those in 
the control group and to avoid the possibility that they might forget to bring the 
SSRF booklets with them to class, all SSRF booklets were distributed and recol-
lected each class. At the end of the intervention, both control and intervention 
groups completed the General Salsa Questionnaire, the SSRF, the TEOSQ, and 
the IMI. In addition, the intervention group filled out the SREQ. Individuals who 
completed the postintervention questionnaires were given a raffle ticket. A ran-
domly drawn winner of the raffle received $50 off their next term of classes.
Data Analyses
Continuous dependent variables (achievement goal orientations, intrinsic 
motivation dimensions, salsa performance factors) were examined for presence of 
outliers and normality of distribution. The intrinsic motivation dimensions of 
competence, interest-enjoyment, and effort-importance were significantly skewed. 
These variables were transformed using the square root function.
Between-group differences in categorical variables (attended classes continu-
ously, have partner or family member who does Latin dance) were tested using the 
chi-square. Yates’ continuity correction was used when appropriate. Between-
group pretreatment differences in frequency of dancing per month excluding reg-
ular salsa classes and experience in salsa were tested using t tests for independent 
samples. This statistical method was also used to test between-group posttreat-
ment differences in salsa performance dimensions (SSRF) and items from the 
General Salsa Questionnaire measuring enjoyment and improvement in salsa, 
confidence to dance salsa socially, and likelihood to continue salsa classes in the 
future. The degrees of freedom were adjusted for heterogeneity of between-group 
variance (if present).
Two-way Group (2) by Assessment (2) ANOVAs with repeated measures on 
the second factor were conducted to explore the effect of exposure to self-reflec-
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tion on the participants’ achievement goal orientations and intrinsic motivation in 
this quasi experimental, pretest posttest design. Significant interaction effects 
were further analyzed by conducting separate repeated-measures ANOVAs for 
each group (control and intervention). Cohen’s d and partial eta squared p2 were 
computed as estimates of the effect sizes for t tests and ANOVAs, respectively. No 
corrections for multiple significant testing were conducted because such adjust-
ments are concerned with an irrelevant hypothesis, namely that two groups are 
identical on all examined variables or conditions. Such information is of no inter-
est to the researcher who wants to assess each condition in its own right. Hence, 
most contemporary statisticians maintain that probability level adjustments should 
not be used when assessing evidence about specific hypotheses (Perneger, 1998).
The qualitative data from the SREQ were inductively analyzed based on the 
constant comparative method (Maykut & Morehouse, 1994). Individual meaning 
units were selected from transcripts and then grouped into categories. The catego-
ries were then reviewed for overlap and ambiguity. To establish trustworthiness 
the categories were reviewed by two authors. Initially, there was approximately 
90% agreement between the two authors on the categories created. After discus-
sion the authors reached 100% agreement on the classification of all meaning 
units.
Results
Preliminary Psychometric Analyses
Internal consistency for the Ego Orientation subscale of the TEOSQ was .80 
preintervention and .83 postintervention. For the Task Orientation subscale it was 
.80 preintervention and .76 postintervention. With regards to the IMI, internal 
consistency pre- and postintervention was .81 and .85 for the interest-enjoyment 
scale, .88 and .88 for perceived competence, .68 and .80 for effort-importance, 
and .86 and .88 for pressure-tension.
Principal components analysis (with oblique oblimin rotation) of the responses 
on the SSRF resulted in six factors. Three of these factors were moderately cor-
related (r ranging from .37 to .44) and included items measuring salsa perfor-
mance (posture, timing, weight distribution, upper body movement, distance from 
partner, stepping, eye focus, floor craft, turns/spins, enthusiasm, interaction with 
partner, and courtesy). Hence, they were combined to form a scale gauging Salsa 
Performance. The internal consistency of this scale was .90. A second scale, Artis-
tic Dimension, comprised items measuring musical interpretation and creativity, 
loading on a fourth common factor. The internal consistency of this scale was .76. 
The items “Following” and “Leading” formed separate single item-scales, as they 
did not significantly load on other common factor (factor loadings < |.40|). As in 
the previous scales, individual scores on the four SSRF subscales (Performance, 
Artistic Dimension, Following, and Leading) were calculated averaging the scores 
on the individual items of a specific scale.
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General
One hundred and six (48 in the control and 58 in the intervention group) out 
of 139 participants (65 in the control and 75 in the intervention group) completed 
both pre- and postintervention assessments. No significant difference was observed 
in the proportion of participants who completed both assessments between the 
control and the intervention groups [2 (1) = .001; p > .05].
Preintervention, the control and intervention groups were equivalent on all 
examined variables despite not being randomly assigned to the groups. Specifi-
cally, no differences were found in the control (CG) and intervention group (IG) 
in likelihood of having a partner or family member practicing Latin dance [2 (1) 
= 1.49; p > .05] and continuous attendance of salsa classes [2 (1) = 3.39; p > .05]. 
The two groups were statistically equivalent in frequency of dancing per month 
(excluding classes) [t (100.87) = –1.68; p > .05; d = –0.34; CG: M = 3.11, SD = 
2.60; IG: M = 4.13, SD = 3.63] and experience in salsa [t (105) = 1.74; p > .05; d 
= 0.34; CG: M = 1.76 years; SD = 1.01; IG: M = 2.17, SD = 1.04]. No significant 
differences between control and intervention groups were found in enjoyment in 
salsa [t (105) = –1.18; p > .05; d = –0.23; CG: M = 5.92; SD = 0.95; CG: M = 6.15; 
SD = 1.03], perceived learning about salsa [t (105) = 0.50; p > .05; d = 0.10; CG: 
M = 5.24; SD = 1.05; IG: M = 5.14; SD = 1.16], improvement in salsa [t (105) = 
1.24; p > .05; d = 0.24; CG: M = 5.10; SD = 0.85; OG: M = 4.87; SD = 1.06], 
confidence to dance salsa socially [t (105) = –1.65; p > .05; d = –0.32; CG: M = 
5.20; SD = 1.02; IG: M = 5.56; SD = 1.18], or likelihood to continue salsa classes 
in the future [t (105) = –1.09; p > .05; d = –0.21; CG: M = 6.14; SD = 1.62; M = 
6.45; SD = 1.29]. Preintervention there were no between-group significant differ-
ences in any of the IMI and TEOSQ subscales (p < .05; shown in Tables 2 and 3 
later in this article).
Intervention Group
Participants in the intervention group completed an average of 6.62 (SD = 
2.22; min = 2; max = 9) out of a maximum of 9 SSRF. Analysis of the responses 
to the items of the SREQ showed that the majority of the participants in the inter-
vention group who completed both pre- and postintervention assessments (n = 37; 
63.8%) thought that the self-reflection process changed their approach to dancing 
in a positive way, with the remainder experiencing no change or failing to respond 
to the question. No students reported that their approach changed in a negative 
way. A number of dimensions emerged from the 80 meaning units identified in the 
students’ qualitative responses about why they thought their approach had changed 
and the pros they had identified from engaging in the self-reflection process. Seven 
students felt that they had become more cognisant about their dancing, as distinct 
from just doing it. Participants indicated that self-awareness was improved, as was 
their understanding of salsa (eight participants each). Additional reported changes 
were that learning became more focused (12 students), and they became more 
motivated to self-reflect (two students). Two participants indicated they became 
less negative in their self-criticism and another two reported being less inclined to 
compare themselves to others. Finally, seven students reported experiencing 
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increased enjoyment, fun, and relaxation in their dancing, and, significant improve-
ment of their dance skills.
Exactly half (i.e., 36) of the participants identified a negative aspect of the 
self-reflection process. Overwhelmingly, the major concern was with the forms 
being too time-consuming. Many students wanted to spend every minute of lim-
ited class time actually dancing. However, only 3.4% of the intervention group 
would have preferred not to fill in the self-reflection forms. Whereas 67.2% identi-
fied the end of the class as the best time to complete the SSRF, 19.0% would have 
liked to complete the SSRF at home, 8.6% as soon as a style finished in class, and 
1.7% in the middle of a class. Notably, 64.3% of participants were interested in 
having self-reflection forms for other styles of dance.
Table 1 shows the means and the standard deviations of the responses on a 
7-point scale to questions about the perceived usefulness of the SSRF in terms of 
salsa performance (items from the SREQ). Overall, individuals tended to judge 
the self-reflection process positively.
Differences Between Control and Intervention Groups
SSRF. The mean ratings on the SSRF subscales were above the midpoint 
of the rating scale (indicating better than medium performance) for both control 
and intervention groups (see below). No significant between-group differences 
were observed in Artistic Dimension [t (105) = –1.07; p > .05; d = –0.21; CG: M 
= 3.53; SD = 0.79; IG: M = 3.69; SD = 0.79], Following [t (89) = -1.47; p > .05; d 
= –0.31; CG: M = 3.19; SD = 0.97; IG: M = 3.48; SD = 0.88] or Leading [t (89) = 
–0.90; p > .05; d = –0.19; CG: M = 3.24; SD = 1.13; IG: M = 3.44; SD = 1.00] 
between the control and intervention groups. In contrast, the intervention group 
had, on average, significantly higher scores (M = 3.96; SD = 0.50) on the Salsa 
Performance scale than the control group [M = 3.67; SD = 0.50; t (105) = –2.99; 
p = .004; d = –0.58]. With a probability level of 0.05 and two-tailed significance 
testing, this study had 80% statistical power to detect effect sizes d ≥0.59 for the 
scales Following and Leading, and d ≥ 0.55 for the scales Artistic Dimensions and 
Salsa Performance. These effects are considered to be of moderate size.
TEOSQ.  Table 2 reports the descriptive statistics of ratings on the TEOSQ 
by assessment (pre/post) and group (intervention/control). In general, participants 
scored higher on task than ego orientation. The mean scores on task orientation 
corresponded to responses in the range between agree and strongly agree, while 
those on ego orientation were between the anchors disagree and neutral. A signifi-
cant time main effect was observed for ego orientation (F1, 105 = 14.60; p < .001; 
p2 = .122) and a significant group main effect was found for task orientation (F1, 
105 = 8.72; p = .004; p2 = .077). In general, ego orientation significantly decreased 
from the first to the second assessment in the control and intervention groups 
(Table 2). Task orientation was higher in the intervention than in the control 
group.
IMI. Table 3 reports the descriptive statistics for the IMI. Participants 
scored highest on the interest-enjoyment subscale and lowest on the pressure-
tension subscale. On average, participants agreed with statements from the com-
petence, interest-enjoyment, and effort-importance subscales but tended to dis-
agree with items from the pressure-tension subscale. No significant group 
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(F1, 104 = 0.05; p > .05; p2 < .001) or time (F1, 104 = 1.33; p > .05; p2 = .008) main 
effects or group X time interaction (F1, 104 = 0.86; p > .05; p2 = .013) effect was 
observed for pressure-tension. Significant time main effects were observed for 
competence (F1, 104 = 8.55; p = .004; p2 = .076) and interest-enjoyment (F1, 104 = 
127.16; p < .001; p2 = .550). On average, competence and interest-enjoyment 
scores increased across time in both control and intervention groups (Table 3). A 
significant time main (F1, 104 = 5.45; p = .022; p2 = .050) and group X time inter-
action (F1, 104 = 4.94; p = .028; p2 = .045) effect was found for the effort-impor-
tance dimension. To analyze the significant interaction effects, separate repeated-
measures ANOVAs were carried out for the control and intervention groups. 
While effort-importance remained relatively stable across time in the intervention 
group (F1, 57 = 0.01; p > .05; p2 < .001), it significantly decreased in the control 
group (F1, 47 = 11.16; p = .002; p2 = .192; Table 3). With a probability level of 
0.05 and two-tailed significance testing, this study had 80% statistical power to 
detect between-group effect sizes p2 ≥0.055 (corresponding to 5.5% of explained 
variance), and within-group main effect sizes p2 ≥ 0.013 (corresponding to 1.3% 
of explained variance). It had also 80% power to detect p2 ≥ 0.013 between-
within group interaction effect sizes.
Discussion
Consistent with the majority of research investigating achievement goal ori-
entations (Duda & Whitehead, 1998), the dance students in this study reported 
higher task than ego orientations. This finding is also consistent with the results of 
studies investigating the goal orientations of Finnish (Nieminen et al., 2001) and 
English (Carr & Wyon, 2003) dance students.
The results from the IMI were also consistent with previous research (McAu-
ley et al., 1989). The participants scored highest on the interest-enjoyment sub-
scale and lowest on the pressure-tension subscale. These findings indicate that the 
community dance students in this sample are similar to athletes in previous stud-
ies on these variables, suggesting that the results may be able to be generalized 
beyond salsa students.
Intervention Group
Overall the self-reflection forms were favorably received. The biggest com-
plaint was that the students did not want to take time out from class (for which 
they were paying) to complete the forms. The preferred times for completing the 
forms were either after class or at home. Practitioners who use structured self-re-
flection forms should therefore carefully consider when forms are completed. In a 
context where participants are paying to be instructed, then it may be best to avoid 
class time. If self-reflection is considered to be an important part of development 
in the sporting context, then time during training or practice should be allocated 
for the activity. Of course, if structured self-reflection becomes part of the culture 
of a team or class, then there would probably be less resistance to taking time (out 
of either class or personal time) to engage in the process.
Roughly two thirds of the participants felt that the self-reflection process 
changed their approach to dancing and that they would like to have self-reflection 
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forms available for dance styles in addition to salsa. All of those who felt it had an 
influence stated that the influence was positive rather than negative. The sugges-
tion by a couple of students that the reflection process made them less inclined to 
compare themselves to others suggests that the structure of the form encouraged 
them to consider their performance in relation to the descriptors on the form (a 
task orientation) instead of in comparison with other students (an ego orientation). 
Overall the participants reported that the self-reflection process was valuable, 
helped them to become more aware of their strengths and weaknesses, and 
improved their salsa. Further investigation that includes objective measures of 
performance could help to determine whether these perceived benefits correspond 
with improvements in actual performance. In addition, it is not known if the 
response to the self-reflection process would have been as positive with partici-
pants with a lower level of education. Overall the participants in this study had a 
high level of education. It is possible that their educational background affected 
their willingness and ability to self-reflect.
Differences Between the Control and Intervention Groups
Although the intervention group had higher scores than the control group on 
all subscales of the SSRF, the difference was only statistically significant for the 
Salsa Performance scale. This finding supports previous research that has indi-
cated that self-analysis and self-monitoring positively influence the acquisition of 
physical skills (Lounsbery & Sharpe, 1996; Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1996). 
However, these results need to be treated with caution as there was no objective 
measure of salsa performance. It may be that the intervention group had higher 
scores because they were more familiar with or accustomed to the SSRF com-
pared with the control group.
The intervention group was higher in task orientation than the control group. 
As this was a main effect, and did not significantly interact with time, the inter-
vention did not cause the difference. No explanation readily presents itself to 
explain this finding as the groups did not significantly differ from each other on 
any of the other pretest measures. The high initial task scores of both groups (M = 
4.16) is similar to scores that have been obtained for adult recreational athletes 
(White & Duda, 1994) and dance students (Carr & Wyon, 2003).
The intervention did not significantly increase the task orientation of the 
intervention group (pretest = 4.23; posttest = 4.26). It may be that the relatively 
high initial scores of this group (4.23 out of a possible 5) prevented any notable 
improvement. Future researchers may consider targeting those with initially low 
levels of task orientation for two reasons: (1) people with low levels of task orien-
tation are more likely to benefit from any increase in task orientation; and, (2) the 
intervention may be more likely to show positive effects as there is more room for 
change (and the possibility of statistical regression to the mean).
In terms of intrinsic motivation, both groups showed significant increases in 
competence and interest-enjoyment. As the classes were instructional in nature it 
is not surprising that perceived competence increased over time. When people 
perceive themselves to be competent, they tend to enjoy themselves and maintain 
their interest in the relevant activity.
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The structured self-reflection appears only to have influenced the effort-im-
portance dimension of intrinsic motivation. However, if structured self-reflection 
maintains effort and perceived importance, then perhaps it can help attendance 
and adherence in physical activity contexts. Instructors reported that generally 
students tend to decrease their effort as each 11 week term continues, with the 
poorest attendance levels toward the end of terms. Although attendance records 
were not kept as a part of this study, the fact that effort-importance scores decreased 
for the control group and not the intervention group, suggests that the use of self-
reflection may maintain this effort aspect of intrinsic motivation. Future research 
should consider measuring attendance.
Limitations
It cannot be determined that the significantly higher scores on Salsa Perfor-
mance for the intervention group, compared with the control group, were due to 
the intervention. Pretest performance scores were not obtained, because we did 
not want the control group to have access to the self-reflection form before the end 
of the study. If the control group accessed the self-reflection form before posttest 
data were collected, the distinction between the control and intervention groups 
would have been seriously compromised. It may be that the intervention group 
had higher performance scores at the beginning of the study as well. We, however, 
doubt this was the case, as the groups were originally divided to ensure a balance 
between the groups in terms of level of students’ dance proficiency. In addition, 
there were no differences between the groups at the pretest in terms of participants 
having a partner or family member who practiced Latin dance, their continuous 
attendance of salsa classes, their frequency of dancing, or experience in salsa, all 
factors that could potentially be related to salsa performance. Future researchers 
may want to objectively measure performance (whether in dance or another area 
of physical performance).
An additional limitation was that there was no way to control for interaction 
between the intervention and control groups. Although the SSRF forms were 
retained at the dance studio, students from both groups attended the same social 
dance parties, so it would not be surprising if some discussion between groups 
took place.
One factor that may have limited the perceived influence of the self-reflection 
form was that instructors may have used the terminology from the form with all 
classes. Because the instructors were rotated between classes, they were aware of 
the self-reflection forms and inadvertently may have referred to the dimensions or 
the descriptions of good performance in their classes that were part of the control 
group, and encouraged some members of the control group to engage in a non-
structured form of self-reflection. Although the intent of the study was not to 
change the behavior of teachers, the majority of teachers may unintentionally 
have increased the focus on individuals improving their own performances. This 
possible change in instructor behavior may explain why there was a decrease in 
ego orientation for both groups across the duration of the study. All students may 
have decreased their tendency to compare themselves to others as they remained 
focused on their individual skills.
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Conclusion
In summary, the results suggest that engaging in structured self-reflection is 
beneficial. The subjective ratings of the experience tended to be positive, and the 
scores on the effort-importance subscale of the IMI were maintained for the inter-
vention group where they significantly dropped for the control group. Sport psy-
chology practitioners may want to consider creating structured self-reflection 
forms that outline specific requirements for specific skills within particular sports 
(perhaps with the help of coaches). There appear to be no negative effects of 
having individuals engage in this process, and it may maintain motivation and 
improve perceived competence. Additional research needs to consider the influ-
ence of educational background, include objective measures of performance, and 
extend the focus of self-reflection to other activities (e.g., competitive sport). Tar-
geting individuals with initially low levels of task orientation or intrinsic motiva-
tion may also be worthwhile.
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